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Statement of purpose 


Taking stock of the universe of positions and goals that 
constitutes leftist politics today, we are left with the 
disquieting suspicion that a deep commonality underlies 
the apparent variety: What exists today is built upon the 
desiccated remains of what was once possible. 

In order to make sense of the present, we find it 
necessary to disentangle the vast accumulation of posi- 
tions on the Left and to evaluate their saliency for the 
possible reconstitution of emancipatory politics in the 
present. Doing this implies a reconsideration of what is 
meant by the Left. 

Our task begins from what we see as the general 
disenchantment with the present state of progressive 
politics. We feel that this disenchantment cannot be cast 
off by sheer will, by simply "carrying on the fight,” but 
must be addressed and itself made an object of critique. 
Thus we begin with what immediately confronts us. 

The Platypus Review is motivated by its sense that the 
Left is disoriented. We seek to be a forum among a va- 
riety of tendencies and approaches on the Left—not out 
of aconcern with inclusion for its own sake, but rather 
to provoke disagreement and to open shared goals as 
sites of contestation. In this way, the recriminations and 
accusations arising from political disputes of the past 
may be harnessed to the project of clarifying the object 
of leftist critique. 

The Platypus Review hopes to create and sustain a 
space for interrogating and clarifying positions and orien- 
tations currently represented on the Left, a space in which 
questions may be raised and discussions pursued that 
would not otherwise take place. As long as submissions 
exhibit a genuine commitment to this project, all kinds of 
content will be considered for publication. 


Submission guidelines 

Articles will typically range in length from 750-4,500 
words, but longer pieces will be considered. Please 
send article submissions and inquiries about this pro- 
jectto: review_editorfaplatypus1917.org. All submissions 
should conform to the Chicago Manual of Style. 


The Platypus Review is funded by: 

The University of Chicago Student Government 
Dalhousie Student Union 

Loyola University of Chicago 

School of the Art Institute of Chicago Student Government 
The New School 

New York University 

The University of Illinois at Chicago 

The Platypus Affiliated Society 


“The statements, opinions, and ideas conveyed in this program do not 


necessarily express the position of the University of Illinois at Chicago.” 
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3 The Platypus Review 


“Althusser’s Marxism”, cont. from page 1 


historical consciousness and without a subject. 

At the same time, Althusser opens a door for the 
New Left that promises to shine a way out from the 
theoretically and politically icy cell of adogmatic and 
theory-hostile Marxism-Leninism. Unlike Trotskyist 
groups, who find that history confirms their critique 
ofthe Third International (Comintern] after Lenin but 
who cannot explain their political irrelevance and the 
sterility of their political strategy, Althusser faces up to 
the problems of the communist world movement without 
having to break from the tradition Stalin inaugurated. 
For that part ofthe Left that basically considered the 
strategy of the Soviet regime in the Stalin era to be 
right, but still disapproved of the Moscow trials and 
the gulags, some “burning questions” arose after 1956 
at the latest: How could the working class of Russia 
and the Communist Party have accepted the murder 
of the entire guard of old Bolsheviks, the mass terror 
and persecution, in the name of socialism? How could 
the class and party tolerate the despotism of a single 
person, Stalin, which had been denounced since the 
twentieth Party Congress of the CPSU [this was according 
to Althusser the "most burning question”) (144)? Why 
had the communist world movement not even raised a 
finger in protest when Stalin dissolved the Comintern 
in 1943, and why was there even after the official end 
of Stalin no strategy for the “Revolution in the West”? 
Althusser’s extensive, philosophical response reveals 
the deep ambivalence of the New Leftto Marxism as a 
whole: despite the simultaneous adoration of images, 
not only Stalin or Lenin, but Marx and Engels themselves 
were problematic. When Althusser proclaims the crisis 
of Marxism at the end of the 1970s, all four heads are 
jointly responsible. Both Althusser and large sections 
ofthe New Left believe there to be a tiny bit of Marx in 
the Moscow trials. But before Althusser undertakes a 
complete re-founding of Marxism with his radical critique 
of teleology, he tries — in a sense, for the sake of Marx — 
to save Marx from himself and in the end to preserve for 
the New Left some concept of materialist dialectics. 


For Marx 


Althusser presents his concept of overdetermination 
in For Marx as a meta-theory of historical-political 
works from Marx to Lenin. In “extremely pretentious 
language” texts like “On the Materialist Dialectic” 

act as a sort of foundation for the dialectic that Marx 
wanted to write, but plagued by illness could no longer 
write.'' However, as Althusser clarifies in his late work, 
the text on Aleatory Materialism (1982-3), his concept 
should not be understood as a new philosophy but asa 
methodological corrective against hermetic "sealing” 
and for interpretive “opening”.'? 

Because we use language, what we say has more 
content latent than what we manifestly mean; for 
Lacan, this 'overdetermination’ is expressed through 
the unconscious. Althusser uses this concept 
of overdetermination to interpret the concept of 
contradiction in Hegel and Marx. An “accumulation of 
circumstances” and "currents [...] of whatever origin 
they may be and in whichever direction they may go," 
leads to structurally random changes (119). His theory 
of contingency was meant to undermine the certainty 
with which some Marxists had expected socialism. It 
is impossible to know in advance which causes and 
conditions precipitate a break or where the complexity 
of the contradiction shifts from a "non-antagonistic” 
to an “antagonistic phase.” With Althusser, not only 
Lacan’'s own psychoanalytic theory but also Epicurus’ 
ancient philosophy, in which the random encounters of 
atoms produce and alter worlds, are both taken out of 
their respective realms and applied to modern societies. 
Inspired by Epicurus and Lacan, Althusser replaces a 
dialectic of subject and object with an ontology. 

First, the theory of overdetermination should correct 
the assumption that all social and political phenomena 
are to be conceived only as mere manifestations of 
the “simple general contradiction” between "two 
antagonistic classes” (120). Even Antonio Gramsci’s 
view, which complements the contradiction between the 
classes with specifically historical interactions between 
base and superstructure, Althusser finds implausible. 
For Althusser, a differentiated determinism fails to 
recognize the specificity of various contradictions in 
their “own effectiveness.” Only atthe decisive moment 
would the various contradictions "'merge’ into a unity 
of fracture” (120). The “remnants” of past modes of 
production, political "stagnation,” the "non-uniformity” of 
global development and the transition to socialism are all 
things that can be understood for Althusser, only ifthe 
specific momentum of each of the various contradictions 
is considered. The contradictions, however, do not 
constitute plurality, they are interlinked and conditioned 
“in the last analysis by the economy,” as Althusser never 
tires of emphasizing. In his criticism of Althusser, Leszek 
Kotakowski rightly points out that it was especially under 
the motto of the fight against capitalist "remnants” that 
every measure of repression, persecution of political 
opponents and lack of freedom in the Soviet Union had 
been justified since Stalin. With one hand, Althusser 
substantiates Stalin’s justification, and with the other, he 
applies it to Stalin himself, whose terror can now also be 
interpreted as a “remnant” oftthe past. 

Politically, however, the important thing for Althusser 
was that the communist parties open themselves to the 
masses and not orient themselves to the proletariat in 
a one-sided fashion — to not be blindly biased to the 
workers, as Lenin would say. In general, Althusser’s 
rediscovery of Marxism is obscure in light of the 
classics: if you look at these works attentively and with 
the intention of understanding what the authors are 
actually saying (that is, without practicing anachronistic 
criticism], you will find such notions as the “relative 
autonomy of the sub-structure,” which Engels had 
already pointed out, as well as criticisms of abstract 
anthropology and of economism. So, with his other hand, 
Althusser overstretches materialism and thus removes 
the dialectical, self-overcoming nature of capitalism. 

Instead of demanding like C. W. Mills in his letter 
to the New Left that the struggle be oriented from 
its final goal, from a utopia that would constitute the 
revolutionary class in the course of its struggle in the 
first place, as Marx had thought, the New Left lifted 
the banner of realism and looked instead for some 


already given revolutionary subject.'? The Stalinism of 
both the Old and the New Left thus renounced the task 
of pushing working class beyond its already existing 
empirical-sociological reality and overcoming it in the 
classless society. Anyone looking for such subjects in 
the Althusserian sense can easily discover a myriad 

of movements: anti-colonial movements in the Third 
World, feminism, and the ecology movement (just to 
name a few). Althusser himself saw little potential 
inthese movements. In For Marx he points out that 
breaks can be “on the basis of their origin and their 
direction, necessarily and paradoxically utterly alien to 
the revolution” or even "absolutely opposed” to it (119). 
But since at least the decline of the socialist Second 
International, it has become increasingly difficult to 
distinguish between revolution and counterrevolution. 
With his humanism, Althusser has blocked the very 
possibility of grounding a free future worthy of humans. 
So, what should serve as the compass for a Left taking 
its inspiration from Althusser, facing a world full 

of breaks and turmoil, but without the struggle for 
socialism as a north star? 


Against Marx 


Louis Althusser's late work could be interpreted in two 
directly opposed ways. Either: It contains the confession 
of an aged, psychotic intellectual who no longer believes 
that his rigorous materialistic interpretation of Karl 
Marx’s work can be sustained and so revises his early 
works For Marx and Reading Capital (1965). Or: what 
these later texts represent — The Crisis of Marxism 
(1978), Marx and His Limits (1978-9), written before the 
outbreak of his psychosis and the murder of his wife 
Helene Rytman and those after, The Undercurrent ofthe 
Materialism of Encounter (1982-3), as well as Aleatorian 
Materialism — is an attempt to “rewrite” the early work 
and to reveal the "hitherto invisible patterns.”'* 

Althusser’s late work (partially published 
posthumously) contains — when we free it from 
censorship, which he had to submit to as amember of 
the Communist Party of France until the early 1970s'° 
— a motive that, philosophically ciphered, pervades his 
whole work: a materialistic re-foundation of Marxism. 
Instead of classical modern philosophy, Althusser’s 
Aleatorian Materialism works on the pre-Socratics, 
Epicurus, Spinoza, Machiavelli, Heidegger and Lacan. 
The newest and oldest materialism meet here. 

Guided by his insight that “it is Impossible to be 
Marxist and coherent at the same time,""* his late 
work, viewed in this way, contains the quintessence 
of the early work without the argumentatively tactical 
effort to be true to the letter of Marx. So it can be 
understood, for example, why Althusser rejects the 
term dialectics in his late work, which in his early work 
is often used interchangeably with his own concept 
of “overdetermination”: “The dialectic is more than 
questionable, indeed it is even harmful, i.e. it is always 
more or less teleological.”'” 

Contrary to his early writings, where Althusser still 
believed he could neatly cut out Hegel from Marx, the 
starting-point of his late work is the incompatibility 
of certain “idealistic remnants of Marx” with the 
“materialistic logic” contained in the historical chapters 
of Capital.'® The complexity and contingency of history’s 
course cannot be understood through the value form, 
says Althusser. Indeed, in his early work For Marx, he 
had already hinted at a thought of Antonio Gramsci's, 
who had called the October Revolution of 1917 the 
revolution against “Capital”: Gramsci does not mean 
capitalism, but Marx’s magnum opus. 

“For, do we not always find ourselves under the rule 
of the exception? One exception was the [failure of 1848 
in France and the] German failure of 1849, another 
exception the Paris failure of 1871, the failure ofthe 
German Social Democrats at the beginning of the 20th 
century lin anticipation of her chauvinistic betrayal of 
1914) was an exception, so was the success of 1917 
[...] These have all been exceptions, but in reference to 
what? Quite simply, in reference to a rather abstract, 
yet comfortable and reassuring notion of a "dialectical,” 
revised and simple schema, which in its simplicity 
preserved the memory of the Hegelian model or simply 
resumed its gait — namely a belief in the resolving 
“power” of abstract contradictions as such. In the present 
case, this belief concerns the “beautiful” contradiction of 
capital and labor” — writes Althusser in For Marx. 

For Althusser, the Hegelian term marauds hidden 
inthe commodity form. Both Marx and Hegel, with 
their combined forces, transferred an immanent 
logic to history. Althusser’s campaign against Capital 
began indeed in his early work: “In fact, one cannot 
understand Volume One Part I at all without completely 
removing its Hegelian lid’, without [...] if you will 
forgive the presumption, re-writing it,” he writes in 
“Lenin before Hegel.”" 

Althusser’s basic starting point is that Marx had 
only initiated a science that still had to be created, 
and it could be created by purposefully cleaning out of 
Marxism all its alleged teleology. On this point, post- 
Marxist theorizing, such as that of Alain Badiou, also 
emphasizes communism without Marxism. 

By transforming the conflict between capital and 
labor into an ontology of capitalist structure, Althusser 
reduces it in an economistic way. In anticipation of 
intersectionalism, he vaguely recognizes that such a 
conception of the contradiction between capital and 
labor is lacking, but the only thing he knows to do is 
supplement it with other contradictions. But it is not 
the accumulation of contradictions that makes up the 
struggle for socialism, but the direction in which every 
single social struggle is consciously conducted. For 
Marx, the class struggle was a political struggle for 
power, with the interest of all humanity crystallizing 
in a fundamental revolution of all social structures. 
The class antagonism is only one of many opposites 
with which society could be described, but unlike other 
divisions — "skin color” or "sexuality,” for example — it 
does not describe a seemingly fated being, but calls 
for becoming. "Nevertheless,” writes Max Horkheimer 
in an aphorism on the relativity of class theory, "the 
distinction of social classes proves to be superior to 
the other points of view, for it can be shown that while 
the abolition of classes brings with it a change of other 
opposites, resolution of these opposites does not mean 
the abolition of classes."? 


Without Hegel 


Althusser identifies every aspect of Marxism that 
Stalinism had elevated to "orthodox” Marxism with 
Hegel. For him, the problems of Stalinism lie in Hegel. 
Marx and Engels, however, had pointed out along with 
many other young Hegelians that Hegel's dialectic 

not only contradicts but also points beyond the closed 
system of Hegelian philosophy. Hegel's system and its 
theodicy become obsolete for Marx at the latest with 

the self-contradiction of bourgeois social relations 

in capitalism. In capitalism, labor no longer leads to 
property and freedom, as Hegel had supposed, but to the 
perpetuation of the worker as a wage laborer.?' Despite 
all the sleight-of-hand tricks with which Hegel forces 
the “unconditionedness” of the mind into the limitedness 
ofthe Prussian state, he remained commiitted to the 
purpose of his philosophy of freedom in one important 
respect. Freedom can only exist in Hegel if the political 
institutions enable the individual to develop freely. 

He does not exempt himself when he writes: Every 
philosophy is “its time comprehended in thought”.?? 

Marx dedicated himself to the study of bourgeois 
social relations precisely because Hegel had followed 
Adam Smith in expecting from them the social and 
political realization of freedom. For Marx, however, 
these social relations had fallen into a contradiction 
with the Industrial Revolution. On the one hand, capital 
seeks to “reduce working time to a minimum [...] 
while on the other hand working time remains the only 
measure and source of wealth.” Capital has become 
“itself the processual contradiction.” A higher social 
organization of production, in which "disposable time 
becomes the measure of wealth,” is possible for Marx 
precisely because capital makes this freedom both 
possible and suppressed.” 

Marx’s intention to realize the promised but 
unresolved potentials of this society through revolution 
is transfigured by Althusser's anti-Hegelianism 
into anti-capitalism. Instead of wanting to realize 
communism in and through social relations, Althusser 
defines communism as an apparent absence of society, 
in places where, as in formerly pre-modern times, the 
individual was to be taken up into and merged with 
the collective: “There are communities of communism 
everywhere across the world, for example: the church, 
certain trade unions, in certain cells of the Communist 
Party,” he says in an interview in 1980. 

Thus, Althusser turns Marx upside down, since for 
Marx the "free development of each should become the 
condition for the free development of all.” Bourgeois 
right, as Marx wrote in his “Critique of the Gotha 
Program” in 1875, could be realized for the first time 
only in socialism and thereby abolished. Socialism 
should not fall behind bourgeois right. Accordingly, 
socialism was not possible for Marx because capitalism 
produces dissatisfaction and disruptions that undermine 
bourgeois social and legal relations, but because 
bourgeois social relations point beyond themselves. 
Althusser, on the other hand, simply views bourgeois 
social relations as a new structure of domination that 
is to be shattered. But dissatisfaction and the fight 
against oppression already existed in the pre-modern 
era without the modern potential for freedom. The 
project of Marx’s "second enlightenment” becomes a 
counter-enlightenment for Althusser, who dismisses 
the potential of freedom as an illusion.?* 

For Marx, following Hegel and Kant, consciousness is 
not a passive category separate from the will, but is at 
once theoretical and practical. Marx calls commodity- 
fetishism a necessarily false consciousness because in 
the practice of exchange society human relations really 
are represented as things. The subject is practically 
effective just "so far as it falls into the object” — so 
far as it is social.?’ Althusser misunderstands the 
dialectic because he starts from false premises. 
Consciousness has no practical meaning for him, but 
is only that which haunts our heads and is determined 
by the ideological structure. With this he unconsciously 
refers to regression in the twentieth century: his 
party understood the class-conscious worker to be 
only someone who votes communist. He contrasts 
this with the demand for practice. But this demand 
can be diverse and pursue diametrically opposed 
political purposes. The object, for Althusser structure 
alone, is contradictory precisely because the subject 
also "collapses” into it. So the contradiction, from a 
Marxist perspective, is also shaped by consciousness 
of the contradiction, i.e. through the objectification 
of consciousness in political organizations, which 
reproduce the object through their structuring activity. 
Either people act on a class interest or they willingly 
compete against each other as members of a workforce. 
Both interests are objectively possible, and so both 
directions could become effective and thus qualitatively 
shape the contradiction. But for Althusser, the 
qualitative determination of the contradiction is a purely 
sociological one. He avoids the problem of politics 
within the working class. 

Paradoxically, there is a sentence in Hegel with which 
the strict anti-Hegelian Althusser fully agrees: "The 
owl of Minerva takes flight only at dusk."*® Althusser’s 
aleatoric materialism sees itself as a new practice of 
philosophy or as a non-philosophy. "Marxism is not a 
(new] philosophy of practice, but a [new] practice of 
philosophy,” he writes in “Lenin and Philosophy.”? 
Because consciousness always lags behind the process, 
it always distorts the process in a latently idealistic 
way. The aim of Althusser’s Marxism is to combat 
the “idealistic deviations” arising from the “gap” 
between the objective process and consciousness.° 
More precisely, Althusser assigns Marxism the very 
limited task of protecting science and politics against 
ideological derailments. In this way, the spontaneity 
of the structure, which conditions the "spontaneous” 
emergence of proletarian politics and science, should 
be granted as free a movement as possible. But "there 
is spontaneity and there is spontaneity”, writes Lenin 
in What Is To Be Done?, referring to the role of previous 
struggles and the forms of mass consciousness they 
have given rise to. Spontaneity for Althusser, on the 
other hand, remains abstract and unhistorical. 

For Althusser there are four different structures 
or spheres of practice: social, political, ideological 
and scientific. They all follow their own methodology. 
“Theory is essential for that praxis whose theory it is, 


just as it is essential for that praxis which it can still 
help to emerge or grow,” he writes (205). Althusser’s 
own "Marxist dialectic,” for example, is therefore only 
the methodology of scientific practice, not of social or 
political practice. What looks superficially thought- 
friendly and allows any “Marxist” theorist to pursue 
the class struggle in academia with a clear conscience 
in "scientific or ideological” practice isolates theory in 
reality. Marxist theory is therefore structurally inferior 
and subordinate to practice. With this theory, Althusser 
only repeats the real separation of the intellectuals from 
the workers, which Stalinism first enforced by force. 

Political practice in the Marxist sense does not exist 
without its relation to the ultimate goal. If the subjective 
factor was mentioned in the Marxist tradition, then 
it is precisely because the masses under capitalist 
conditions are not alone capable of becoming socialists. 
In other words, without mediation through the historical 
goal of the class, no common interest can give rise to 
organization as a class. For Marxists, the working class 
party, in direct contrast to unions, is characterized by its 
ambition to overcome the various professional, national 
and regional interests in the empirical working class. 
Class consciousness meant socialist consciousness. 

Althusser replaces the concept of class 
consciousness with the concept of “revolutionary will,” 
which one must believe and have faith in. Here is the 
theory of the party, which calls itself the vanguard of the 
working class in the struggle for socialism, there the 
stoic “revolutionary will” which endures whatever crime 
is committed in the name of theory. In his criticism 
of the party leadership, “On the 22nd Congress of the 
French Communist Party,” in July 1977, Althusser 
writes, "The working class only has its revolutionary 
will, its theory and its free organization of the struggle, 
sealed in the unity of thought and action” .?' 

Althusser reverts to Lacan and uses him for 
his political theory. Where Freud saw the task of 
psychoanalysis as strengthening the ego and promoting 
consciousness with respect to the unconscious — 
“Where id was, ego shall become” — Lacan emphasizes 
the opposite part. He emphasizes the fragility ofthe ego 
and self already recognized by Freud and emphasizes 
the importance of the unconscious.? In his social- 
theoretical lectures this emphasis culminates in his 
well-known assertion that the autonomy of the subject 
is an illusion. For Lacan, the “full text” of the subject is 
to be found in the “id,” which is suppressed by the ego 
in the Lacanian interpretation of Freud. Consequently, 
for Lacan, the task of psychoanalysis is instead to 
make the ego more receptive to the id, to break its 
supposed resistance. Althusser argues in the vein of 
this extremely questionable Freud interpretation? for 
his anti-humanism: “Ifthe workers are told that 'it is 
men who make history’ [...] sooner or later, that helps 
to disorient or disarm them. It tends to make them 
think that they are all-powerful as men [...] prevents 
them from making use of the only power they possess: 
that oftheir organizations as a class and their class 
organizations [...] by which they wage their class 
struggle,” he writes in a letter to John Lewis.”* 

The contrast between Freud and Lacan reflects 
the contrast between Marx and Althusser. While in 
Althusser the weakness of the workers and their 
powerlessness should lead to organization, the strength 
of the working class, according to Marx, lies in the 
possibility of recognizing that it is already producing 
social wealth — but as capital and thus as a foreign and 
dominant power. The working class makes history lit 
is its "subject-object”, as Lukäcs says], but until now 
unconsciously and thus for alienated purposes. Only if 
the working class develops an awareness of its potential 
strength could it also accomplish the revolution and 
build a future society. From an [un)consciousness of the 
weakness and powerlessness of the individual worker 
follows at best the defensive association in a union, at 
worst the call for an authoritarian leader. 

The mystifications of post-Marxist and post-modern 
theories are anticipated in Althusser’s liquidation of the 
dialectic of subject and object. It presupposes the real 
disintegration of the dialectic of theory and practice in 
the history of 20th century Marxism. Althusser, in his 
critique of teleology, vaguely suspects that the living 
struggle for the ultimate goal has long since been 
abandoned to other, subordinate purposes. 


The mass-line: Maoism and Anarchism 


What Bertold Brecht said about the basic pattern of 
bourgeois thought is also true of Althusser’s: it is 
extreme. It can recognize either only society or only the 
individual, but how these two condition and inform each 
other remains a mystery. Althusser takes it even a step 
further: his subject is fully constituted by the object. 
Against this background, it is also understandable why 
Althusser suddenly turned to anarchism, surprising 
supporters and critics alike in an interview in 1980: “| am 
an anarchist, a social anarchist. | am not acommunist, 
because social anarchism is beyond communism. "® 
After the French Communist Party (PCF] excised the 
Dictatorship of the Proletariat from its program in 1976, 
he notes — in a phrase that was strange even for him — 
the “"absence of Marxism from its own structure.” His 
years of fighting the change of program had failed. The 
innovation in official party theory changes everything for 
Althusser. This time, it is not just an ideological mistake, 
rather the “existential forms of Marxism” itself have 
been broken.?’ Before the 22nd Party Congress, he had 
apparently expected to wage a sort of second edition 
of the revisionist dispute of the Second International, 
where reformism had also cropped up in the cloak of a 
humanistic, neo-Kantian moral philosophy. But had his 
party ever really intended to lead the class struggle? 
The essential thing for Althusser, even in his early 
writings, was to restore a revolutionary perspective. 
However, he cannot see how wide the rift between 
theory and practice had become because he deals with 
them as principally separate issues. So it is here that 
his structuralist conception of theory as just one among 
several structuring practices falls flat. He becomes 
helpless at the point where he realizes that his party 
is not merely a theoretical problem. Althusser sees 
all the problems plaguing his party in the structure, 
which he makes solely responsible for the missing 
content. In the spirit of Mikhail Bakunin, he attacks his 


"Althusser’s Marxism” continues on page 4 
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party as a "miniature state apparatus.”°® In the best 
case, ideological error in theoretical praxis clogs up 

a political praxis that, driven by the revolutionary will, 
continues on its stoic way. Nevertheless, Lenin had 
already pointed out in What Is To Be Done? that "the 
spontaneous development of the workers’ movement 
leads right to its subordination to bourgeois ideology” 
and therefore that “any worship of the spontaneity of 
the working-class movement, any diminution ofthe 
role ofthe 'conscious element’, of social-democracy 
[...] whether the one who belittles this role desires 
this or does not — means strengthening the influence 
of bourgeois ideology on the workers.” Lenin's basic 
question of politics — "who whom?” — never even 
crosses his mind: he fails to recognize that he is only 
tolerated by the PCF because they can use him as a left- 
intellectual figure head. His Marxist rhetoric provides 
the rear-guard cover for anti-Marxist politics. 

Althusser’s aversion to spontanist theories 
should not impress too much. His rejection of the 
subject necessarily leads to idolizing the spontaneity 
ofthe structure. So the party, as well as theory 
and philosophy, takes on the mystical role of an 
“indispensable” assistant.?” In his 1968 essay "Lenin 
and Philosophy,” Althusser brings his thoughts 
concerning the role of philosophy in the class struggle 
to a close with the following remark: "[Philosophy] 
can only assist, since there are neither theorists, nor 
scientists, nor philosophers, nor individuals’ who make 
history but the 'masses'’, i.e. the classes in a united, 
common class struggle.” 

Contrary to his claim, the party (as well as 
philosophy) can very well be dispensed with as 
assistants. Althusser's anarchist friends know how to 
use this statement; his adherence to it is dogmatic in 
the context of his theory. Althusser obscures the role of 
the party by assigning theory and practice to separate, 
essentially indifferent spheres.“? And with that, the 
party loses its enlightenment function with respect to 
the masses. The structuralist stringency with which 
Althusser constructs the various spheres of practice is 
occasionally softened by his dogmatic judgments: the 
party helps political practice; philosophy and theory 
offer support by correcting mistakes. However, political 
practice, what “changes society” according to Althusser, 
follows a structure and a pragmatic methodology, not 
a theory. Politics is decoupled from theory, from its 
orientation to the final goal, and is therefore arbitrary. 
So any political current can claim Althusser’s definition, 
so long as the struggle continues. The avowed anti- 
Marxist Foucault once noted during his stay in Tunisia: 
“today everybody appeals to Marxism.” He spoke 
knowing all too well that nobody is a Marxist anymore, 
that Marxism is a history that everybody has ceased 
writing, an empty subject. 

But just there where Althusser posits the direct 
unity of theory and practice — he declared the party 
“indispensable” — a possible other practice is also cut 
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dusk had not yet fallen, and that neither Marx himself, nor 
Engels, nor Lenin could yet write the great work of philosophy 
which Marxism-Leninism lacks. If they did come well after the 
science on which it depends, in one way or another they all still 
came too soon for a philosophy, which is indispensable, but 
cannot be born without a necessary lag.“ - Ibid. 

31 Althusser, "On the 22nd Congress of the French Communist 
Party”. <https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/ 
althusser/1977/22nd-congress.htm\> 

32 “His [Lacan’s] attacks on philosophers’ prejudice of the unity 
and autonomy ofthe ego or of consciousness are a much-hailed 
feature of his theory - and there is certainly a sense in which 

he is right about this. Ifthe unconscious plays as large a role 

in human life as Freud says it does, such unity and autonomy 
as human personalities have must be a relative unity and 
autonomy, an achievement ofthe ego, not the absolute unity and 
autonomy claimed by philosophers from Descartes to Sartre. 
But Lacan is saying more than this.” - Andrew Collier, "Lacan, 
Psychoanalysis and the Left”. London 1980, <https://www. 
marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/isj2/1980/no2-007/collier. 
html\> 

33 “It seems to me that one source of the distortion is that 
Lacan confuses the ego with the super-ego. He objects 

to strengthening the ego as a goal of treatment because 
'repression proceeds from the ego’. Freud says this in his paper 
on Narcissism [Collected Papers, vol. IV, p. 50], but immediately 
corrects himself: ‘from the self-respect of the ego’ - and from 
this notion, he develops the idea of what he came to call the 
super-ego.” - |bid. 

34 Althusser (1973); quoted by Wal Suchting p. 62. 

35 Althusser, Interview. Rome 1980, 

36 Althusser, Die Krise des Marxismus (tr: The Crisis of Marxism). 
Amsterdam 1978, p. 3. 

37 Ibid. 

38 Althusser, What must change in the Party? Paris 1978, p. 32. 
39 “A party and a line are indispensable in helping the working 
class to organize as a class — or, which comes to the same 
thing, to organize its class struggle. Now, just as the party 
should not be cultivated for its own sake, so the working class 
should not be organized for its own sake or it will fall into 
isolation.” - Ibid., p. 38. 

40 “A consciousness of theory and praxis must be produced that 
neither divides the two such that theory becomes powerless and 
praxis arbitrary, nor refracts theory through the archbourgeois 
primacy of practical reason proclaimed by Kant and Fichte.” - 
Theodore Adorno: "Marginalia to Theory and Praxis” 

41 The intersectionalist theory and its category of resistance 
most clearly sanctioned this state following Althusser. With the 
category of resistance, it perpetuates what should be resisted. 
Therefore, there is no distinction between victory and defeat for 
the intersectionalists. Like Althusser, intersectionalist theory 
has always insisted on the unity of various contradictions and 
can therefore be considered his authentic, direct lineage. 

42 Adorno, "Marginalia to Theory and Praxis” 


off. His dogmatism concerning the indispensability of the 
party obliges him, despite better insight, to make do with 
an existing party (in Althusser’s case, the PCF), however 
distant its politics are from the north star of socialism. 
Allthe Marxist categories receive strict treatment by 
Althusser. Everything is there, everything is considered: 
the party, the class struggle, theory, the dictatorship 

of the proletariat, and the rest. Althusser recognizes 
that the only thing left of Marxism was the names, the 
content having been lost. His solution is to give the 
name a new content, one appropriately measured to 

the new reality. But this reality had buried the content 

of Marxism. By reintroducing Marxist categories and 
bringing them together with a practice that had become 
directly anti-Marxist, Marxism is once again destroyed. 


The Inheritance 


We can only have a dim guess of how bleak the time was 
when the deterministic theories of the great communist 
parties influenced the intellectual life of entire 
generations, given how strikingly Althusser’s post- 
structuralist revision of Stalinism (falsely perceived 

as orthodox] inspired a generation of intellectuals. 

From Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida to Jacques 
Ranciere, Etienne Balibar and Antonio Negri, his 
thinking was carried on beyond political camps. 
Contrary to Althusser’s intentions, however, his 
disciples and the world as a whole did not move closer, 
but further away from Marx. Far from addressing 
Althusser’s questions and problems of his early 
writings, they changed the subject of critical reflection. 
His students were no longer concerned with the 
revolutionary dialectic of the transition from capitalism 
to socialism. Instead, it was their concern to eradicate 
dialectical thinking, to turn the self-contradictory nature 
of modern capitalism, which for Marx pointed beyond 
itself, into the flat absurdity of modernity. 

Althusser has replaced the Hegelian concept of 
contradiction with his concept of overdetermination. 
This triumphant remark in For Marx has historical 
weight. In the name of his critique of Hegel, the self- 
contradiction ofthe commodity of Labor becomes in 
Marx the ontological opposition of two entities: capital 
and labor. The political conflict within the working 
class is externalized, and external contradictions are 
made central. Althusser discovers in his theory only the 
condition in which history and society are without class 
struggle. In his time most people were already taking 
social conflicts to consist mainly between ethnic groups, 
races, religions and genders. Other divisions replaced 
the class struggle. Whether a working class recognizes 
its class interest in proletarianized society or follows a 
policy that perpetuates its competition as a commodity 
is left for Althusser to the random accumulation of 
objective contradictions. Thus, Althusser raises the 
absence of Marxism to the principle of Marxism itself. 
Instead of claiming the legacy of German classical 
philosophy, as Engels had demanded, he denounces 


What was the 


Patrick Zapien 


THE AVANT-GARDE WAS A MODERN THING. It came 

in the middle of the nineteenth century, circa 1848, in 
the wake of the Industrial Revolution, as the proletariat 
multiplied and the democratic spirit became enamored 
of the absolutist state under the bewitching spell of 
the antagonism of capital and labor. As the art critic 
Clement Greenberg noted in his classic essay, “Avant 
Garde and Kitsch”: 


One and the same civilization produces 
simultaneously such different things as a poem by 
T.S. Eliot and a Tin Pan Alley song, or a painting by 
Braque and a Saturday Evening Post cover. All four 
are on the order of culture, and ostensibly, parts of 
the same culture and products of the same society. 
Here, however, their connection seems to end. [...] 
Does the fact that a disparity such as this exists 
within the frame of a single cultural tradition, which 
is and has been taken for granted—does this fact 
indicate that the disparity is a part ofthe natural 
order of things? Or is it something entirely new, and 
particular to our age? 


In visual art, the avant-garde came with the 
exhaustion of Classicism and Romanticism in the 
middle of the nineteenth century as the Apollonian and 
Dionysian tendencies of art burst from the antiquarian 
constraints of Classical and Romantic art and found 
better expression in the exigencies of commodity 
production, in its highly ordered processes and its 
correspondingly deep, recurring crises. Not only was 
work revolutionized in the march of industry but the 
whole earth transformed in cosmic order. Where 
Dante stood righteously at the gates of Hell, now 
Baudelaire was to sing his verses from the garrets of 
the modern town devouring the country and its people: 
“Monstrosities flowering like a flower.” The avant-garde 
arose when the direction of art, even its very purpose 
— its right to exist, became self-evidently unclear, 
when the late Romantic heroism of Delacroix’s Liberty 
Leading the People gave way to the black open grave of 
Courbet’s Burial at Ornans, and when the metaphysical 
severity of the Spanish school (of Zurbaran and Ribera] 
called more persuasively than the sensuous delicacy 
of Rubens channeled by Delacroix, let alone the bright, 
clear order of Poussin idealized in the academic school 


the modern utopia of the Enlightenment tout court 

as ideology. The Left that follows him should stand 
indifferent to the content of change and draw its hope 
from a one-dimensional form, the chaos of breaks and 
fractures. Stoicism is declared a political task. 

Althusser is not the last turn away before 
postmodernism, but rather a scattered, "disgusted” 
soldier in enemy territory.“' Despite desperate efforts, 
he does not find his troop — it has long capitulated 
or defected to the enemy — and so he loses his way 
forever. Althusser missed not only a shot, but the 
whole shootout. By the time he became a Communist, 
Marxism was long gone. With the failure of the world 
revolution in Germany in the year he was born, 1918, 
he began his decline. Yet Althusser’s attempt to make 
Marxism coherent at a time when theory and practice 
had become objectively indifferent to each other. He 
adapts Marxism to its political death. 

Althusser and the dead Left close the void between 
theory and practice on the one hand, by positing their 
unity, on the other hand, by completely separating them. 
Both, however, destroy the dialectical tension of the 
poles, which is meant to lay a bridge leading from the 
present through history to the final goal. Thus, the unity 
is dissolved into a given, arbitrary practice. But “wrong 
praxis is no praxis.”“? Because they need to mediate 
theory and practice, Althusser and the dead Left also 
raise the need for a socialist party. For Marx, the party 
does not itself solve the problem, but it allows it to be 
posed at all. Althusser and today’'s dead Left avoid the 
problem. Either they leave the masses entirely to other 
parties through the mock-radical rejection of parties, 
or they believe they have already found the solution to 
the problem of mediation in a given petty-bourgeois 
democratic party lin Althusser’s case, the PCF). Only 
through theoretical reflection could a different practice 
come to be which does not simply ignore the present 
absence of the party. Regardless of whether Althusser 
is read or understood: all 52 varieties ofthe dead Left 
today are, objectively speaking, Althusserian. | P 
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avant-garde? 


of painting led by Ingres. Greenberg continues: 


A society, as it becomes less and less able, in the 
course of its development, to justify the inevitability of 
its particular forms, breaks up the accepted notions 
upon which artists and writers depend in large part 
for communication with their audiences. It becomes 
difficult to assume anything. All the verities involved 
by religion, authority, tradition, style, are thrown into 
question, and the writer or artist is no longer able to 
estimate the response of his audience to the symbols 
and references with which he works. 


The crisis of social reality, the irresolvable 
antagonism of capital and labor in industrial production, 
reverberates in the impulses of an avant-garde whose 
first attempts took form as a demand for Realism and 
Naturalism in hopes of a way out from the impasse 
of neoclassicism that might also avoid the pitfalls 
of aRomantic sentimentality already drowned "in 
the icy water of egotistical calculation.”' As Courbet 
himself put it, “the basis of realism [was] the negation 
of the ideal.”\ This was not, however it may sound, 
an argument against the ideal in art, but simply a 
recognition, an admission, of the crisis of art, ofthe 
crisis of society. It was not Realism but reality itself that 
was the negation of the ideal. It was the real negation 
of art's place in society that formed the basis for the 
Realism of art. Such Realism was embodied not merely 
in the technique of representation, but in the very form 
of the activity of pictorial representation, in the painting 
of painting, or, as Greenberg put it, in “the imitation of 
imitating.” “The retrogression of society,” — and thus 
of art's place within it — turned art inwardly, towards 
the pursuit of a self-consciousness of art as such, of 
the unfortunate but irrevocable autonomy of art, of what 
is only and uniquely art's to give. The avant-garde thus 
recounted in its works the history of the freedom of art 
in order to find the means by which art might survive 
on the basis of its negation. This project led in many 
directions over the course of the nineteenth and into the 
twentieth century, from the Impressionists who painted 
not directly from life but from an attention to their 
perception of life to what was known as "non-objective” 
art and whose goal was to represent itself and nothing 
more. But as Adorno, looking back from 1969, noted in 
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“Althusser’s Marxism” continues below 


Aesthetic Theory: 


The sea of the formerly inconceivable, on which 
around 1910 revolutionary art movements set out, 

did not bestow the promised happiness of adventure. 
Instead, the process that was unleashed consumed 
the categories in the name of that for which it was 
undertaken. More was constantly pulled into the vortex 
of the newly taboo; everywhere artists rejoiced less 
over the newly won realm of freedom than that they 
immediately sought once again after ostensible yet 
scarcely adequate order. For absolute freedom in art, 
always limited to a particular, comes into contradiction 
with the perennial unfreedom of the whole. 


This, I think, takes us into the 20th century proper 
and the motivation for Towards a Newer Avant-Garde. 
The history of 20th century art is the history of the 
triumph of Contemporary Art: “Where there is an avant- 
garde, generally we also find a rear-guard.” The genesis 
of Contemporary Art can be traced, | think, to the advent 
of Conceptual Art and Institutional Critique in the 1960s 
coinciding in art with the rise of the New Left in politics. 
They represent the two main tendencies by which artists 
abandoned the problem of art’s autonomy. Conceptual 
Art, for example, reacted to the realism of art by 
seeking the dissolution of the artwork into its mere 
notion, the avant-garde task of producing something 
new and different from the crisis of the old and same 
was forsaken for the more probable communication of 
ready-made concepts, the procedure of transmission 
substituting for the experience of aesthetic form. 

In a related way, Institutional Critique rejected the 
autonomy of art by its implication in the status quo, 
“the umbilical cord of gold” on which autonomous art 
relies. Both tendencies suffered from the irreality of 
art, lamenting the loss of social import, and attempted 
a Romantic retrieval of the unity of art and life. What 
has resulted in the triumph of Contemporary Art is not 
a greater understanding of the social situation of art, 
but an avoidance of the contradiction art's situation 
expresses. Returning to Adorno, he writes: "Artworks 
detach themselves from the empirical world and bring 
forth another world, one opposed to the empirical as if 
this other world too were on autonomous entity.” The 
avant-garde expresses the need to change the world; 
the rear-guard simply tries to conserve it. 

Towards a Newer Avant-Garde? came out of 
a dissatisfaction among young artists that the 
Contemporary Art education they received did not allow 
them to think about the meaning of art and the meaning 
of making art beyond the narrow concerns of more 
or less effective communication or the moral/ethical 
rectitude of a given idea. Artworks are overdetermined 
in the mind of Contemporary Art, but that the desire to 
make art persists is something it cannot conscience. | P 
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INDONESIA PROMISED AN AMBITIOUS PROGRAM 

of agrarian reform. Based on that ambition, Jokowi's 
government released a presidential regulation on 
agrarian reform. This was done, together with the 
2018 Global Land Forum meeting, in Bandung, several 
months before the presidential election. This month, 
the Indonesian presidential election has been a 
contest, with the incumbent Jokowi winning a second 
term from 2019-2024. 

Under Jokowi’s government, Indonesia has made 
a reform that would deconstruct the structure of 
land tenure by giving land certificates to the peasant 
households. This reform, known as the Agrarian Reform 
Campaign, is the most significant reform in Indonesia’s 
transition into a market economy. In the narrow 
definition, agrarian reform would be done through 
redistribution and certification, with the community 
empowerment program hopefully increasing prosperity. 

From the beginning, Indonesia’s Official Account and 
NGOs uncritically imagined that this campaign will lead 
to great success for the farmer and for the economy 
as a whole. This mainstream narrative argued that 
inequality in urban and rural for the land tenure would 
result in economic inefficiency; thus this campaign 
will be increasing land productivity under the agrarian 
reform agenda. Jokowi makes the agrarian reform 
agenda a national priority program, which has been 
enacted in the Indonesia’s National Medium-Term 
Development Plan 2015-2019 (Rencana Pembangunan 
Jangka Menengah Nasional-RPJMN). 

Through the Global Land Forum [GLF) 2018 agenda, 
which is main event of the International Land Coalition 
(ILC), Indonesia’s agrarian reform program got attention 
and international legitimacy as a huge success in the 
development of land tenure and land distribution. 
Together with other ILC members, who were organizing 
this event, the Consortium for Agrarian Reform 
(Konsorsium Pembaruan Agraria-KPA] succeeded in 
utilizing the Forum so that Government of Indonesia 
enacted Presidential Regulation (Peraturan Presiden/ 
Perpres) No. 86/2018 on Agrarian Reform in front of 
worldwide NGOs coming from ILC-members’ countries 
and international finance institutions who had been 
“encouraging” the existence of the land market. 

KPA and other ILC members in Indonesia were 
appointed as the next Forum’s host when the last GLF 
was held in Senegal in 2015. Then, they chose Bandung 
for the event due to historical and political significance 
of Bandung as an important icon since the Asian-African 
Conference. The committee articulates a similar spirit 
as the Asian-African Conference of 1955, a spirit of anti- 
colonialism and anti-imperialism. 

Indonesia is becoming an important part of GLF. 
Some of Indonesia’s NGOs were not only ILC members, 
but also had been involved in and claiming themselves 
as a part ofthe social movement for Indonesian 
agrarian reform. In fact, as time goes on for the GLF, 
agrarian conflict, people’s evictions and land grabs 
for business, capital, and corporate interest never 
ends. The actual agrarian reform never happened. 
Tenure security for peoples in rural and urban areas 
are more threatened; agrarian conflict happened 
massively because the land grabbing phenomena exists 
massively. Infrastructure development penetrating and 
aggravating Indonesia by converting peasant lands 
and concentrating urban lands for property interests 
results in inequality on the land tenure, segregation and 
gentrification in many sectors. 


What is ILC, what is GLF? And how are these important 
for Indonesia? 


GLF is a biannual international meeting held by ILC. ILC 
was founded in 1995, was initially named the Popular 
Coalition to Eradicate Hunger and Poverty, and was an 
attempt to eradicate poverty, famine and injustice in 
land access before it was changed into ILC in 2003. The 
goals of project were empowering the poor, especially in 
rural areas, by giving them access to productive assets, 
including lands, waters and other natural resources, 
and involving them in policymaking at the local, national 
and international level. Because land reform was the 
main strategy to implement the project, ILC had been 
chosen as a new name of the coalition. 

Nowadays, ILC members consist of NGOs, peasant 
unions, regional NGOs, research institutions, 
agricultural producers’ associations, as well as 
international, multinational and transnational 
organizations, including The World Bank. There are 
206 members coming from 64 countries, including 
Indonesia, which include the Consortium for Agrarian 
Reform (Konsorsium Pembaruan Agraria-KPA] Sayogyo 
Institute (Sains], Indonesian Network for Community 
Mapping (Jaringan Kerja Pemetaan Partisipatif -JKPP), 
and Rimbawan Muda Indonesia (RMI). Now, KPA is the 
ILC Asia host and was appointed as one of the event 
coordinators for the GLF meeting that was held in 
Bandung this year. 

It has been written in the Strategic Document 
2016-2021 that ILC’s vision is a just, equal and inclusive 
world, which quarantees tenurial rights without poverty, 
while the ILC’s mission is to form a global alliance of civil 
society and inter-governmental organizations that works 
for putting peoples at the center of land governance. 

Thus, ILC has been seen as consistent with the World 
Bank’s global land policy reform guidelines according 
to the Land Policies for Growth and Poverty Reduction 
(2003) document. In addition, ILC has sought to get Civil 
Society Organizations [CSOs] into the United Nations 
and/or the World Bank framework. It means that it is 


impossible to hope that ILC’s decisions and regulations 
will be free from capital and corporate interest. The 
formulas that are generated formally in GLF have 

been expected to influence international and national 
policy about tenurial justice. GLF formulas became 

a basic legitimation for policy drafting, among some 
international and multilateral institutions who are part 
of ILC, including the World Bank. 


ILC, GLF and the social movement for Reforma Agraria 
(in Indonesia) 


Therefore, in spite of many from ILC members stating 
that they were an actor in the social movement, it is 
very difficult to say that ILC represents the movement. 
But, it could be said that ILC is heavily connected with 
the interests of very strong elites and also could be 
controlled by them. 

In spite of some social movement groups that are 


Law, he passed the Perpres Agrarian Reform 2018 just 
a day afterthe GLF opened, which has been formulated 
since Jokowi had elected as the new President in 2014. 
Through GLF, it is a good sign that the current Indonesian 
government has managed to run in two ways, a populist 
way and authoritarian way, which is marked by Reforma 
Agraria implementation in the capitalist way. 

It is also too exaggerated to say thatthe GLF is a 
forum to empower the social movement for Reforma 
Agraria. Actually, after anumber of GLFs conducted 
until now, agrarian conflict, evictions and land grabbing 
for business interests (such as plantations and 
property), capital accumulation and corporate power 
have never diminished. Ifthe GLF claims to support 
agrarian reform implementation, it has only succeeded 
to make a new regulation that tends to open a new 
space for capital accumulation. Although Jokowi's 
government claims that they have been successful 
in making agrarian reform through certification, it is 
not Reforma Agraria like that thought by the founding 
fathers of this nation, when independence came. 

It means that the GLF that empowers the social 
movement for actual Reforma Agraria, against eviction 
and against land grabs, has never existed. 

Using depoliticization on the poor peasant, and 
liberating the rural workers to compete with the urban 
workers, agrarian reform is seen as solution. On the 
other hand, agrarian reform functions as the political 
basis for Indonesian neoliberalism that consequently 
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program, which is funded by the World Bank, Islamic 
Developing Bank and Asian Infrastructure Investment 
Bank, and has started since 2016. 

Those "slum upgrades” are a part ofthe land 
registration scenario that is included in Jokowi's 
agrarian reform scheme. The new inhabitants or those 
who remain register their land, and then those plots 
of land become bankatble. It is the mechanism that 
occurred and has been called an urban land grab. On 
the other hand, a lot of un-transparent administrative 
schemes are used for evicting the urban poor. There 
is violence involved in implementing such a program, 
even under Ridwan Kamil, who is known as one of major 
leaders in Indonesia who are respectful to the people. 
Then, GLF became an exhibition to the public, the 
National Government and the international institutions 
(especially the World Bank] developed the slogan 
of Bandung: "Kota Ramah HAM [Hak Asasi Manusia]” 
(Human Rights City). | prefer the other acronym of HAM 
— Hotel-Apartment-Mall. 

Those were the major driving factors for a lot ofthe 
protest to the GLF meeting in Bandung coming from the 
peasant movement and the urban civil movement. The 
People’s Alliance Against Eviction (Aliansi Rakyat Anti 
Penggusuran, ARAP] had been becoming a mainstream 
civil movement in protesting GLF forum. 

Through statements and worksheets, ARAP was 
giving a standpoint about why the 2018 Global Land 
Forum in Bandung had to be rejected. Through 


Leaders at the Bandung conference in 1955. 


members of ILC, the standpoint is contra-land grabbing, 
which is in opposition to other members like the World 
Bank that have no problem with "land grabs.” The 
World Bank and others have their own terminology of 
“land grab,” which is a large-scale land acquisition that, 
as long as human rights are violated in the process, 

is believed will give equal benefits and prosperity. In 
this coalition, due to the imbalance of power among 
members, the the pro-capital group is more powerful in 
determining ILC’s policy, leading it to embrace capital 
instead of focusing on the land tenure system and 
peasant-poor rights. 

The dominant view within ILC about land grabbing 
tends to give more space to corporations to do their 
capital accumulation. So, the policy offered only 
prevents more negative impacts in land acquisition 
practices for large-scale extractive economic purposes, 
rather than stopping an increasing corporate land 
grabbing action. It is beyond the scope of this essay to 
discuss how to implement an agrarian reform agenda. 
Neoliberal perspectives penetrated smoothly, efficiently 
and effectively into ILC, which has been one of drivers of 
land reform discourse throughout the world, including 
in Indonesia. Institutions such as the World Bank and its 
proponents have co-opted and shrunk land reform into 
a movement only about giving legal certainty and land 
certification, which are fit into making an efficient land 
market and making it easier to transfer the land for 
capital accumulation purposes. 

Land certification through Jokowi’s Reforma Agraria 
agenda gives easy access for poor peasants/peoples 
to be involved in land market scheme. The land will 
be an active asset, since the title goes to the bank 
as collateral in order to get some funds. The land 
is not merely for capital production purposes in the 
agricultural sector, but it will be also used for any other 
purpose. The most important factor is making the land 
become alive asset, as with the Hernando de Soto idea 
about Reforma Agraria. It means throwing more people 
into the economic wheel of banking capital circulation, 
which in practice is heavily controlled by capitalism, 
strengthening the wheel that then grinds the peasants 
down. This kind of agrarian reform point of view is 
very different from the other views of agrarian reform 
formulated by the Old Order regime in Indonesia. The 
main goal is deconstructing an unequal land tenure 
structure for social justice and prosperity. 

By athorough examination, the issuance of 
Presidential Regulation on Reforma Agraria (Perpres 
RA 2018), along with the GLF event, is not a coincidence. 
Although it does not want to negate struggle of 
spontaneous peasant movement in various places in 
Indonesia, Perpres RA 2018 is one of the systematic 
ways global land policy is controlled by the World Bank. 
To fulfill his administration's commitment to agrarian 
reform, Jokowi has tried very hard to find new resources 
to fulfill all of his promises. About a month ago, the 
government, through the Ministry of Agricultural and 
Spatial Planning (ATR] and the National Land Agency 
(BPN), signed a contract with the World Bank for a land 
titling project, namely the To Accelerate Agrarian Reform 
Program [One Map Project) that needs legal standing 
to spend all funds covering the debt project. Instead of 
using the old laws on land, UU No. 5/1960 Basic Agrarian 


accelerates trends in the economic, political and social 
sectors towards the concentration and creation of the 
land market elaborated by existing agrarian regime. 

Some questions arise about the relation between 
existing conflicts and the members of ILC that are 
involved in the GLF. Especially in Indonesia, those 
members are active, and even as key groups, in 
advocacy of agrarian reform implementation. Thus, 
what is the purpose behind the GLF? Whom it made 
for? What kind of forum involves stakeholders that 
were directly and indirectly involved in giving financial 
stimulus and conflict stimulus to land liberalization? 
Furthermore, and this is raising an important question, 
why were a majority of peasant unions, even NGOs in 
Indonesia that have a direct involvement in agrarian 
reform, peacefully embracing this agenda? 


Why Bandung'’s protest? 


Despite of issuing the Perpres No. 86/2018 on Agrarian 
Reform during the GLF 2018 in Bandung, the GLF 
remains in contradiction within the goals of agrarian 
reform itself. Since the Agrarian Reform formulated and 
issued is a pro-market and pro-investment land policy, 
there will be so many unfavorable things happening 
to peasants and poor people, both in rural and urban 
areas. The GLF 2018 will be only a space to have 
legitimacy for Jokowi’s Agraria Reform program from 
worldwide participants, including international financial 
institutions, such as the World Bank. Hence, Bandung’s 
groups have their own opinions about why the GLF 2018 
should be protested, which is not about the technical 
matter that Bandung recently has been an extremely 
busy city due to a huge number of visitors every week, 
but also about the substance of the event and reasons 
for choosing Bandung as the venue for this event. 
Bandung was chosen as a city that has inherited 
an anti-colonialist and anti-imperialist spirit, since 
it once hosted the Asian-African Conference in 1955. 
This was the first international conference of Asian 
and African nations affirming their own sovereignty 
and independence as the right of every nation. The 
spirit was against colonialism and imperialism in 
various forms that nowadays will be borne in capitalist 
character. The contradiction is that the World Bank is 
involved in this event, as are also ILC members. Even 
though there is debate among ILC members about ILC’s 
standpoint on the dependency of donor institutions, the 
World Bank itself in fact has given a huge foreign debt 
to the Indonesian Government, including for Reforma 
Agraria implementation. That is clearly contrary to the 
spirit of anti-colonialism and anti-imperialism. 
Agrarian Reform at least should be addressed against 
the land grabbing phenomenon. Another part ofthe 
everyday life of Bandung'’s people during five years under 
Major Ridwan Kamil’s government was the land grabbing 
phenomenon of five Kampung Kota [urban kampong] 
inhabited by the urban poor. This is allto create a land 
market through the hands of the city government at 
the expense of the people for the interests of capital 
as financialization of urban land with accumulation by 
dissposition. It caused the dispossession a thousand 
citizens in the name of "slum upgrading” in the heart of 
Bandung city. This is a national project under KOTAKU 


that worksheet, ARAP underlined GLF-Involving 
stakeholders’ roles and interests. Also, ARAP was 
relating an ongoing agrarian reform agenda and its 
state, people and market's implication to a global 
agenda that used GLF to narrate its role. Moreover, 
ARAP issued the People's Principles Against Land 
Grabs, Evictions and Neoliberalism’s Global Land 
Policies, containing ten principles about anti- 
colonialism and anti-imperialism issued since Asia- 
Africa Conference Declarations in 1955, principles which 
are a backbone for the struggle against land grabs, 
evictions and neoliberal Global Land Policies. 

The protest arose as an agrarian movement 
contesting a mainstream narrative for its assumptions 
that everything related to agriculture is manageable 
through good governance principles and instruments 
like transparency, business and human rights 
frameworks and corporate social responsibility. A large- 
scale land investment’s narrative anchored to an old 
assumption, that institutional access and control of land 
and the people’s mode of production was inefficient 
economically. 

In the second period [2019-2024), we will see how 
Jokowi's government will realize agrarian reform 
ambitions. The present’s changing context involves a 
discourse relating to the ways the agrarian movement 
emerged and the ways its character evolved politically 
and spatially through a cross class, multi sector and 
broader geographically agrarian movement, and also 
through an alliance for social justice struggle, as ARAP 
had been doing in Bandung. "Let a New World be 
born in Bandung for a genuine land reform, not land 
grabs!” | P 


